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Empirical Research on the Effects of
Corporate Governance on Accounting Conservatism

WEN Zhanglin
( Financial College Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China)

Abstract: Factor analysis is adopted to test the comprehensive effects of corporate governance on accounting
conservatism taking listed companies in China from 2006 to 2009 as samples. The empirical results show that ac-
counting conservatism positively correlates with the following factors: the degree of shareholding balance and circu—
lating shares the proportion of institutional investors holding the proportion of independent directors and debt ratio
and whether being two — job — in one. Conservatism negatively correlates with two factors: the proportion of state —
owned shares and management shareholding. While debt contract the degree of shareholding balance state — owned
shares and institutional investors holding are the most important factors affecting accounting conservatism.

Key words: accounting conservatism; corporate governance; factor analysis



